Introduction
The article posits a paradigm for school development (SD) in the context of a developing country, which is somewhat different from the dominant SD and school improvement (SI) paradigm in the West, particularly the UK and the USA. While the case study used for this research included all the conventional elements of SD including school development planning and development of the teachers and school managers, this article hones in on one key area of difference between the dominant forms of Western SD and that which developed in Soshanguve. This is the role of the community in the school. The norm of a school-parent engagement over pedagogical issues predominating in the West is replaced by imperatives based on full community involvement in the school on the local community's own terms.
This article uses evidence collected from a study of 96 schools, involved in the Soshanguve School Development Project (SSDP). Soshanguve is a large township north of Pretoria. The SSDP is a partnership between the local education district office and a non-government organization (Link Community Development). 1 The project introduced a school development planning process in all the schools in the township. The school development approach that emerged was guided by a novel, highly contextualized response based on the needs of the local communities and schools. Over a period of three years it resulted in high levels of community participation in most of the schools.
Within the context of South Africa this was significant. A majority of the more than 25,500 schools in South Africa have struggled to improve over the last decades. The introduction of school governing bodies (SGB) in 1997 was designed to use parental involvement to drive improvement in schools, but this has rarely occurred (Ministerial Committee on School Governance, 2004). As a result of this, combined with under-funding and poor training of teachers, many schools in South Africa remain under-resourced, with low expectations of pupils, low teacher morale, weak management and poor results (Centre for Applied Legal Studies, 2007; Human Rights Commission, 2006; Lumby et al., 2003) . The SSDP was designed to address this reality and provide some answers based on an innovative use of school development methods in one township.
School development, with its focus on the school as a holistic organization and the use of tangible school development plans, attracted much interest in South African education circles in the 1990s. The SSDP was crafted to explore the portability of the approach from the West and to see how schools and communities in Soshanguve would adapt SD to meet their needs and improve schooling in the township.
Conceptual Underpinning

Context Is Critical
The published school development literature in South Africa, as in most of the developing world, is limited. At the same time it has become increasingly clear that Western concepts of school development, which have generally been set within a capitalist, consumerist, individualist frame of reference in England, Scotland and the USA (Morley and Rasool, 1999) , cannot be lifted wholesale and planted in the developing world (Jamieson and Wikeley, 2000) . It is therefore important to explore how the developing world is responding with its own context-specific research and literature.
With this in mind, my starting point was post-apartheid South Africa and the specific context and objective reality of Soshanguve township. Like many South African townships Soshanguve was a dormitory town where black people, from a variety of backgrounds, were forced to live together, miles away from the urban infrastructure of the nearest town. Soshanguve schooling in 1997 was taking place in an unsafe, violent and an under-resourced environment (Schofield, 1998) as in much of South Africa at that time (Harber and Muthukrishna, 2000) . But the situation in this township's schools was more serious than in many others, as it reflected a community that was not only dis located but also often violent, lawless, and highly politicized (LCD/Education Support Project, 1995) .
The real challenge in resource-starved environments is to determine what the local community and society in general want from schools and then determine the most cost-effective inputs to create such effective schools (Chetty, 1992; Prew and Sabela, 1998) . This links to an increasing tendency in Southern school effectiveness writing to focus on the indicators of a functioning school (Davidoff and Lazarus, 1997; Fertig, 2000) , within the prevailing resource constraints. The ability of the school to be flexible and 'resilient' is increasingly seen as critical to school functionality in the developing world (Christie and Potterton, 1997; Ministerial Committee on Schools that Work, 2007) . Effective schools aim at the best fit with their environment allowing school managers to make strategic choices over the structure and culture of the school. Harber's (1999) and my research (LCD, 2001; Mnisi and Prew, 2001; Prew, 2001 ) re inforce Fertig's argument that we should focus on the fundamentals of the school within its political and social context. More specifically, Fertig (2000) asserts that SI impacts in three domains in the South: system wide; at school level; and with the local community-the 'extra-school domain' . Within these domains Heneveld and Craig (Fertig, 2000) argue that SI in the South should be focused on enabling conditions, school climate, teaching and learning processes in the school, and supporting inputs from outside the school. More recently, driven by UNICEF, attention has shifted somewhat to the concept of 'Child-Friendly Schools' (UNICEF/ UNESCO, 2004) , this has picked up on the school improvement debate and focused it on the child, rather than the school. School development planning can act as the driver for such deep change, while helping schools manage change (Hopkins et al., 1994) . The focus on an integrated plan allows schools to see school development plans (SDPs) as a strategy for school improvement, with 'the inference being that there is a direct link between development planning, classroom practice and pupil learning ' (MacGilchrist and Mortimore, 1996: 199) .
SD programmes, while being varied in application, all start from the same point-that the school is an integrated, holistic organization in which change to one part of the organization leads to change in other parts (Hargreaves and Fullan, 1992) . As Senge (2006) asserts:
Systems thinking the fifth discipline . . . is concerned with a shift of mind from seeing parts to seeing wholes, from seeing people as helpless reactors to seeing them as active participants in shaping their reality (2006: 69) A whole school approach is generally interpreted in the West to be incluse of all those stakeholders who actually work in the school, and not the broader school community. Many UK surveys (Bennett et al., 2000; Broadhead et al., 1996; Brown et al., 2000; Giles, 1995; Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Education, 2001; MacGilchrist and Mortimore, 1996) indicate very low levels of parent and pupil involvement in the development of SDPs. However, MacGilchrist (2000) asserts that school development plans should be identified with shared ownership and purpose and shared leader ship and management. This view opens up a broad and constructive role for the community in the SD planning process.
School Development Models
The literature does not present a sole model of SD. There are many variables. However, important commonalities emerge within the Western SD literature. This literature is the basis from which the SD literature in the developing world has emerged, and this body of Western literature was the inspiration for the SSDP.
SD processes in the West-particularly the UK, the USA and the Netherlands -share many common features. These are:
• That schools are not as successful as they could be and that improvement is possible within present budgets or with additional state budgets (Fullan and Miles, 1992; O'Donoghue and Dimmock, 1996) . • That they tend to concentrate on staff development (Broadhead et al., 1996; Hopkins et al., 1994 Hopkins et al., , 1996 , particularly within a 'personal empowerment' paradigm (Schofield 1995) , rather than SD in a holistic sense.
• That implementation of SD planning is predominantly a top-down process (Giles, 1995; MacGilchrist and Mortimore, 1996) . • That each school is a unique entity. Hence, SD is normally conducted in isolation of other schools, the education district and even the wider community.
• That the physical plan is the basis for the school's strategic movement.
This plan is reviewed regularly and revised within the school (Hopkins et al., 1994) .
Although there is little SD literature in the developing world, where there is an attempt to adapt SD to local realities, as in South Africa (Blunden and Prew, 1999; Davidoff and Lazarus, 1997; Potterton, 1999; Prew and Sabela, 1998; Schofield, 1995 Schofield, , 1997 Schofield, , 1998 , there were indications by 2000 that fundamental differences from the predominant Western models were emerging. These are often supported from elsewhere in the developing world. The emerging themes are:
• Involvement and inclusivity of a wide range of stakeholders in the process of drawing up the plan and its implementation. This implies greater and deeper community involvement in the school and SDP process (Clarke, 2007; du Plooy and Westraad, 2004; Fertig, 2000; Joubert and Bray, 2007; Nelson Mandela Foundation, 2005) , which is 'something the West has not been good at' (Fullan and Watson, 2000) .
• Focus on a wide range of arenas and priorities within the school, with the implied low prioritization of staff development (Roberts, n.d.) .
• Attention to entry-point strategy (Clarke, 2007; Mphahlele, 1999) in bringing schools, particularly dysfunctional ones, into the process.
• Involvement of schools in clusters (rather than individually) so that support and linkages can drive holistic school development (District Development Support Programme, 2003) .
• Ensuring the functionality of the various layers of the education system, including the circuit and district offices which service the school (du Plooy and Westraad, 2004; Prew, 2002; Roberts, n.d.) .
The SSDP explored all these themes. Link Community Development included in the SSDP delivery team local facilitators imbued with many of these lessons, having worked on previous school improvement projects in South Africa. As the SSDP adapted to local conditions, the emphasis was on school-community relationships and system-wide change. This article reflects on the school-community relationship aspect of the SSDP model.
Community Involvement
The project management team subscribed to the view that real community involvement is not about whether the community members are physically present, but about the way community members relate to the innovation and conceptualize it in relation to their normal lives. Full involvement and commitment only comes with willing action based on understanding, as defined by step seven of Shaeffer's (1994) Ladder of Participation. The ladder ascends from the lowest rung where communities simply make use of a service to the seventh rung where communities participate in real decision-making at every stage, 'This implies the authority to initiate action, a capacity for 'proactivity', and the confidence to get going on one's own' (Shaeffer, 1994: 17) .
The project was designed to create the space and conditions for participation at the seventh rung of the ladder. It gave the school authorities and individual players the chance to initiate their own innovations and drive their own agenda, using parts of the project that they wanted for their school.
Methodology
The research used a case study approach. The case included 96 schools exposed to the three innovations which made up the SSDP school and district improvement intervention, which was school development planning, incentive related Educational Management Administration & Leadership 37(6) discretionary grants linked to event-based, fund-raising, and improved school classroom and management practices. Of these schools, 11 were studied in detail as a 'sample' group. These were selected at the start of the project by the district office as being representative of the wider group, and so included low and high performing schools, as well as primary and secondary schools. The 11 schools underwent a baseline review at the start of the project to get a detailed understanding of the state of teaching, management, resourcing and dynamics in these varied schools. They were tracked closely during the project leading to a detailed summative evaluation three years into the project. From the sample group three schools were chosen by the research team from Link Community Development and the district as 'archetype' schools. The team developed detailed profiles of these schools using a wide range of sources to assist in understanding how varied individual schools manage and react to innovation.
The various levels of focus, with increased detail and depth as the size of the focus group reduced, was intended to facilitate the identification of the main themes and variables involved in the uptake and use of the three key innovations, which made up the SSDP. Hence, the nature of the evidence determined the approaches and methods used.
From the start of the SSDP in 1997 qualitative, and to some extent quantitative, techniques were used to gather data (LCD, 1997; Moloney, 1999) . Data were collected at three stages in the project: at the start as an intensive baseline in the eleven 'sample' schools; as part of a mid-term review (formative) in 1999 and as a full evaluation in 2000/1.
The research methods were selected to best provide information on the way that each school developed its school development plan, and what it prioritized and why. The research also explored how the plan was used over time and attempted to understand the impact of the plan on core activities of the schoolparticularly the triangular classroom interface between learner, teacher and manager. The study used a dynamic combination of research methods including classroom observations, open and semi-structured interviews, nonparticipant and participant observations and quantitative data on resourcing, enrolment and student outcomes. The classroom observation involved two observers from the district and the NGO team. They observed a full lesson presented by a teacher chosen at random from the staff list based on visiting every fourth teacher on the list. At the end of the lesson the teacher and the researchers engaged in a discussion of the lesson and the teacher's understanding of what she had been doing in the lesson and why she had used the particular methods and approaches employed. The reports of the two observers were then consolidated into one report, allowing mediation of assumptions and differences in perception about the lesson observed. This was followed by a more formal interview with the teacher using a structured interview schedule.
The baseline survey was designed to serve two purposes: as the benchmark for measuring school level improvements in the 11 sample schools over the course of the project; and to engage the client group prior to the start of the project and give them a voice in the process and the evaluation instruments. To create the political space and trust allowing the baseline to take place in the 11 schools involved extensive negotiations and the presentation of the project at each school. Through the classroom observations the district office came to see that such engagements could be positive and were not just about inspection. It was this aspect that persuaded many of the schools to 'buy' into the project and open the political space necessary for its implementation. The classroom observation baseline data was analysed along with interview scripts and quantitative data on each school.
In 2000 open and semi-structured interviews, non-participant and participant observations, and quantitative data were utilized, along with a questionnaire that was sent to all 96 schools in Soshanguve. Classroom observations were not included as the focus of this second study was more on the management and use of the SD plan.
Three groups of school staff and managers were purposively selected for the interviews during the summative evaluation: one group of staff because they were conspicuous by their commitment and involvement in the project; the second group of staff because they were not involved in the project in the 11 schools; the principals of all 11 sample schools. The interviews used a structured format to ensure consistency, but the interviewers were given the flexibility to explore themes that might arise in the interviews by asking additional questions. The interviews were recorded longhand as interviewees indicated a preference for this method as it allowed them to see what was being recorded straight away.
A purposive sample of the district staff was drawn based on their involvement or resistance to the project. These interviews, inter alia, explored the changes the district officials had seen in classroom practice during their classroom visits that were conducted using the protocol developed with the schools during the baseline study. The summative evaluation research team decided that a questionnaire, supported by school interviews, would provide the type of data required on the implementation and the impact of the SSDP in Soshanguve's schools. A particular focus in these schedules was the triangulation and cross-referencing of items to check the veracity of responses. Where inconsistencies were identified the evaluators would follow up with a second site visit to question more respondents for clarity. The importance of the fund-raising processes for these schools meant that there was considerable financial data available for the evaluators to triangulate interview and questionnaire responses.
The baseline survey did not test preconceived hypotheses, nor did it impose frames of reference on the participants, but it did allow simultaneous collection of data and analysis (Vulliamy et al., 1990) . In the summative evaluation I used similar methods, as the baseline survey had illustrated the value to me, as a participant observer, of a wide range of apparently eclectic research methods. I made use of methods from five research traditions:
(1) Interviews with a sample of players. In the summative evaluation 92 participants were interviewed. This included, through analytic induction (Denzin, 1978; Vulliamy et al., 1990) , the identification of opinions and examples that challenged the hypotheses, including schools which failed to produce a SDP and district staff who opposed the change in their role. Further, in the interview sample frame for each school, there was at least one person who had decided to opt out of the project or had not been exposed to it, for whatever reason. This approach should indicate and highlight problems with the process, which had not been recognized and opinions that had not been taken into account in the design and execution of the model. (2) A questionnaire administered to all 96 school principals in Soshanguve. (3) Informal and formal structured discussions with key players. (4) Ethnographic participant observations over a four-year period including my own reflections related to my involvement in the project and supported by my research diary, and non-participant observations by an independent researcher during the evaluation, recorded in reflective diary form. (5) Study of documents and other media related to the innovation created both for internal consumption and for an external audience, including regular evaluation documents. These included the baseline document and the SDPs, which were subjected to documentary analysis.
Ninety-three SD plans in total (from 1997 and 1999) were read for content. All 436 priority items were noted on pieces of paper. The items were put into broad categories including 'physical needs', 'management and governance' and 'community and parent role' . These categories were modified as required and each category subsumed a number of sub-categories. Once allocated, all categories and subcategories were assigned codes and transcribed onto a computerbased coding sheet. Finally the frequency of the codes was calculated and put onto code summary cards. The coding sheet was then analysed for frequency of different codes and categories of codes using SPSS.
The interview script responses were cut up and similar responses grouped (Vulliamy et al., 1990) so that themes could be identified. The responses were not coded for fear of being too reductionist and losing the richness of many of the responses. The responses were entered on a computer and I began to develop the narrative around the categories and information contained in the statements attached to each category. The questionnaire responses were coded, computerized and analysed using SPSS.
The use of such a range of methods means that I had a strong base to triangulate my findings and test emerging themes and variables. This was essential as the research was an elucidation of the impact of an innovation through exploration of the attitudes, understanding and experiences of those directly affected and involved in the innovation. It saw the innovation as a social phenomenon and explored how participants reacted to certain types of change.
The Case: Soshanguve School Development Project
The SSDP borrowed tools from the West and applied and reflected on them in the context of Soshanguve. The focus on the generation of school development plans in the SSDP schools seemed a relatively transferable process which was flexible enough to allow school communities space to express themselves, while at the same time acting as a lever to transform the communities' and districts' role in the school. In all 64 (66%) of the 96 schools in Soshanguve produced a plan or series of plans during the four-year project. However, schools found that the generation of a plan was not an easy process. Many of the schools failed to produce plans for a range of reasons reflective of the functionality of the school, the confidence of its management and the difficulties that the district office faced in supporting and responding to the plans.
As indicated earlier, the starting point for school development in Soshanguve turned out to be a focus on school functionality and the key relationships affecting the school. This involved accessing resources, ensuring attendance of teachers and learners in schools, setting up basic systems and daily work rhythms, basic management and governance skills, safety, as well as basic human rights and community involvement.
Use of Conditional Accountable Grants
In the SSDP model the linking of the SDP to improved school resourcing and management was through the use of conditional accountable grants related to performance indicators, which required the school to undertake inclusive community-based, participatory, fund-raising events. Where they raised funds in this manner, they received matching funds from UK schools, which were part of an extension of the project. 2 This form of event management got teachers, parents and community members involved in a project that seemed to capture many stakeholders' imagination. This, according to the interviewees, was because it involved money and personal creativity in generating income, was enjoyable, and helped to build the school team in a way that Western approaches could not do. Hence, the teachers did not feel threatened by the parents, and vice versa. It also offered some income for the school's development process (which was not funded from government) and provided income and employment opportunities, particularly to local women, while working parents could participate, as most activities were during weekends. It allowed the community to voluntarily engage with the school. This is in contrast to parental non-engagement with schools in connection with their children's schoolwork or behaviour (LCD, 1997).
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The energy generated by the fund-raising events held at the schools in Soshanguve and the desire to access the matching funds on offer led to more team work, voluntarism, increased motivation, a palpable sense of excitement in many schools and improved confidence levels in the schools (Mnisi and Prew, 2001 ). This dynamic is a powerful entry point for the development of self-managing schools in a resource-starved environment.
The key innovation that this approach engendered in the SSDP was a powerful role for the community. The rest of this paper examines that role in detail.
A Key Element of School Improvement in Soshanguve: Community Involvement
As already indicated, the SSDP model involved the community in a much more central role than is reported in the Western SD literature. This is probably essential for successful SD in such a politicized community as Soshanguve (LCD, 2000; Schofield, 1995 Schofield, , 1997 Schofield, , 1998 . The SSDP responded to this reality by creating space for the community to engage with the schools through the project.
While few of the priorities in the schools' development plans talked to community and parental involvement in the school, security was a growing concern, with 18% of all priorities talking to this concern in the 1999 plans. Almost all of the schools in the project (LCD, 1998 (LCD, , 1999b ) and all the sample schools (LCD, 1997) admitted in 1997/8 to having a crime problem and poor or weak relations with their local community. Annual school feedback reports (LCD, 2000) indicated that there was a strong relationship between having a SDP developed with community involvement and lower crime figures and higher levels of development. In contrast, 80% of the schools that lacked a plan still had poor community relationships and high levels of crime. This relationship was explored using the presence of a SDP, cross-referenced by a section in the questionnaire on the strength of the school's community relations and the reported levels of crime in each school. While there is a strong element of self-reporting in the evaluation of what constitutes strong or weak community relations, and high or low levels of crime, the questionnaire responses supported evidence in the school feedback reports and external observer report transcripts. The relationship between these three variables is presented in Figure 1 .
It seems that although the SDP may not be essential for development involving the community, for most schools it acts as a means to bring the community into the school in a constructive, developmental role. Significantly, only two out of all the schools reported good community relations and high levels of theft from the school-and both of these bordered on open ground, making community protection problematic.
Eight schools reported having a SDP while also reporting having crime or community relation problems. Most of these are secondary schools, which involved the school management and a few teachers in the drawing up of the SDP, but reported that they did not include learners, parents and the community. Another in this group had a SD committee but it was made up of teachers alone, instead of a broad based grouping including parents and community members. In such instances, it seems, the value of the process of developing the SDP was lost and these schools still faced crime and low levels of community involvement.
Analysis of the 61 questionnaires returned (two-thirds of the school principals responded, including 37 who were in schools which had developed a plan, and 24 which had not), which required schools to describe the involvement of different stakeholders in decision-making in the school, indicated that levels of involvement were relatively high in 1999 compared to those prevailing in 1997. In 1997 almost no parent, community member or learner was reported to have been involved in real decision-making (LCD, 1997). The evaluators determined the level of involvement by reading the statements of how different groups were involved in the SDP development process and in the wider activities of the school. Being involved in meetings or in guarding the school was seen as only partial involvement, while full involvement was defined as taking substantive decisions and active participation in the school on ones own terms in line with the highest rungs of Shaeffer's (1994) Ladder of Participation.
Analysis of the responses indicated that those schools that reported no parental and no community involvement in their school also failed to develop a SDP. Conversely, all schools that reported high levels of community involvement developed a SDP.
A key building block in moving towards functionally effective schools is making schools safe (Harber and Muthukrishna, 2000) . This is necessarily twopronged: it involves building a strong community role in the school and developing security measures. Many of the schools in Soshanguve were particularly vulnerable as they were surrounded by constantly shifting populations (LCD, 1998 (LCD, , 1999a (LCD, , 2000 . The prominence of security issues in the 1999 plans, particularly of secondary schools, is noteworthy. This may be explained by the need to secure the premises before or after accessing resources, which was a project and district condition for improving resources in the schools. It may also be explained in part by the move to school self-management. Such schools must start to take responsibility for their own security and development. Many of the schools began to employ their own security guards. The relatively low priority given security by primary schools in their 1999 SDPs may reflect that security issues had been dealt with quite effectively in the more functional schools, in part through much better relations with their communities.
The question which asked schools to indicate their development needs showed that the schools with no SDP were aware that they needed to improve their planning and cultivate stronger relations with their community. Almost 86% of secondary schools without SDPs indicated an urgent need for 'parents and community members helping in the school' while only 42% of secondary schools with SDPs required this input urgently. Similarly, 76.5% of primary schools without a SDP and 60% of primary schools with a SDP required this input.
Development of the Plans
The questionnaires and interviews with school personnel indicated that the impact of the SDP process was not just confined to the product but also came from the process. The school community meeting as a group and planning together appears to have been important. As the DfID evaluator of the project noted:
The principal and teachers present indicated that the SDP had made a difference in the functioning of the school-that teachers and pupils were generally more motivated. Communication between the school and community has improved. (De la Gorgendiere and McAlpine, 1997: 19) The act of developing the plan was reportedly a turning point in many of the schools (Bush, 2000; De la Gorgendiereand McAlpine, 1997; Mnisi and Prew, 2001 ). This may be because the majority of schools developed them in an inclusive way over a number of months-one-third of the schools reported in the questionnaire that it took them over three months to develop.
In an attempt to categorize the SDPs, in Table 1 I use a modified form of the MacGilchrist et al. (1995) categorization of UK school development plans to help describe the genesis and purpose of different plans. The categorization of plans they used was 'rhetorical', 'singular', 'co-operative' and 'corporate' plans.
The approach to planning used in the project seems to have helped schools avoid producing what MacGilchrist et al. (1995) call 'rhetorical' and 'singular' plans. An estimated 12 schools developed rhetorical plans purely to meet bureaucratic demands (LCD, 2000) in that they were not being used two years after being produced. There is very little evidence of any school producing a singular plan. Most of the Soshanguve schools, which produced plans, produced a co-operative plan. This involved the development of a plan with wide involvement attending to school-wide issues. In some Soshanguve schools there is more community involvement and shared ownership than this category would suggest. Hence, I divided this category into two: 'limited co-operative' and 'inclusive co-operative' .
Less than 10 schools were estimated to have developed a corporate plan with strong ownership among all stakeholders, with financial resources and staff development tied into the programme. In these schools stakeholders were ready to improve the plans and make it continuous as it was improving the school, and the culture and conditions of learning. It would seem that the willingness to follow a rigorous process involving the community in planning was a necessary condition for the success and sustained use of the SDP in Soshanguve.
How the Schools Raised Funds
In 2000, the reporting schools indicated in the questionnaire that they undertook 30 different ways of raising funds, these are presented in a consolidated form in Table 2 . These involved the community and all avoided taxing parents directly. The raising of funds by taxing parents through the creation of conditions in which parents felt obliged to pay was banned in the project. This prevented casual days and similar fund-raising events. This decision was influenced by the baseline, which indicated that parents resent such extortion of funds and felt it discriminated against the poorer children (LCD, 1997). Funds raised were used for a huge range of projects, including purchasing of income generating items such as popcorn machine and drum majorettes uniforms so that the drum majorettes could play at local events at a profit. Funds were also used for paving and shading of assembly areas, equipping laboratories and libraries, improving the school environment, repairing ceilings, building new classrooms, development of computer centres, setting up better communication systems and improving security systems or employing security guards. There was also some focus on paying for school trips, teaching aids and covering the costs of teams participating in sporting, academic and cultural events as well as for teacher development.
There was a tendency to focus on one or two big events per year. These were often termed 'fun-days' . Typically a fun-day included cultural events, a beauty contest, a market and food stalls, a bouncy castle and a raffle.
Schools managed to raise significant sums of money through individual events, with over R500,000 being raised each year across the 96 schools (Mnisi and Prew, 2001 ).
Impact of Fund-raising on Community Relations
In some schools the fund-raising project generated interesting innovations. School yards were turned into community gardens, where anyone from the community could work on certain days in return for food or where the learners Table 2 Methods Soshanguve schools used to raise funds for the SSDP in 2000 1. The direct employment of community members. 2. Harnessing skills in the community for income generating activities including making school garments, which are sold to parents at below shop prices, and allowing parents to sell second-hand clothes at school events, with the profit split between the community members and the school. 3. Purchasing equipment that can be hired out for events to make money, such as a popcorn machine, music system, camera. 4. Hiring out of school facilities and personnel e.g. the choir, drum majorettes, computers, halls for events, tuck shop, vending sites in the school during events for informal trading, etc. 5. Providing entertainment in the township which has limited facilities, including showing videos, bazaars, fun-days, raffles, magician show, Valentines Day dinner and dance, music festival, beauty contests, cultural days with dancing and music, 'Granny of the year' competition and Achievers Day where particular community and school excellence is recognized. 6. Selling school promotional items such as T-shirts and glasses with school logo, a school calendar with class and team photos for sale to parents. 7. Sponsored activities such as fun-runs, collection of recyclable materials such as cans, bottles, paper. 8. Loyalty agreements for service stations, cell-phone masts. 9. Direct selling to the community either under wholesale license, (e.g. chocolates), or related to old school items such as redundant fixtures.
work with employed gardeners and sell vegetables to the community, or where a group of unemployed parents pay the school a small amount to grow their own vegetables. Unemployed parents and community members were also offered a range of job and income generating opportunities by schools. The formal jobs included being caretakers, security guards, cleaners, gardeners and ground staff, running the tuck shop and managing the computer centre. Income generating opportunities came from selling food and secondhand clothes in the school, selling anything at functions, operating the tuck shop license and taking photos at events and selling them to learners. The evaluators of the SSDP calculated that by 2001 the Soshanguve schools had collectively generated about 1000 new full-and part-time income opportunities for local people-mainly women-through the project (LCD, 2001; Mnisi and Prew, 2001) . School leaders were also beginning to realize their wider societal role. The principal of one primary school states that one of the school's aims is to 'develop voluntarism' in the school and the community. Another school, in acknowledgement of the efforts of the community in support of the school, after parents cleaned the school and the grounds voluntarily, bought a cow and slaughtered it for a community party. Food was free. Such gestures in a community where food is in short supply are likely to lead to even better relations.
The annual school feedback reports (LCD, 1999a (LCD, , 2000 indicated that about half of the schools in Soshanguve were becoming centres of community entertainment and increasingly important generators of community income. In return the more successful community schools reported increased parent attendance at key governance and fund-raising planning meetings, increased parental interest in their children's performance in class with more parental visits to school, improved admission levels due to pupils leaving city schools and returning to Soshanguve schools, increased willingness to volunteer to help the school, donations for special days by parents and increased willingness to protect the school against crime and generally more increased parental initiative-taking (LCD, 2000) . A teacher at one Soshanguve school summed up what a number of schools indicated by saying:
The culture of learning and teaching in our school has improved since we have been introduced to and encouraged and supported in the fund-raising system. (LCD, 2000: 3) The principal of the same school reflected another generally held view that the 'community now understand that they own the school' . While this maybe overstating the case in most schools there was apparently a breaking down of barriers between school and community that was such a feature of apartheid era schools. Prosaic as it is, fund-raising seems to have supplied an avenue, away from the sensitive area of the classroom, for teachers and community members to meet each other and begin a dialogue. Teacher sensitivity over allowing parents into the school, which was noted strongly during the baseline Educational Management Administration & Leadership 37(6) (LCD, 1997), was largely driven by fear that parents would comment on their teaching, discipline and personal habits, such as drinking. This process seems to have largely assuaged this fear, as it brought parents and community members into the school with a clear, constructive social and economic agenda. One principal stated: '(SSDP) has brought something very special, coming up with a programme that involves the SGB, parents and neighbours, not just educators and learners ' (LCD, 2000) .
While such statements, made to LCD staff members who were preparing the school feedback reports, are likely to be self-serving, the number of similar comments from a wide range of schools indicates that the fund-raising process had an impact and led to changes in the relationship between many of the schools and their communities. Schools reported looking for new ways to involve the community and those not fully involving the community were realizing that it is not enough to include the community, they must allow their community responsibility and leader ship roles if real commitment is to be fostered. Those that have taken this route report that '(we) can do a lot of things on our own as a school' . Another school principal reported that the process had a positive impact on 'team work, planning and organizing skills, budget and prioritization' (Mnisi and Prew, 2001: 25) .
Entry-point Strategy
The entry-point strategy used to get community involvement in the school by the project seems to have been critical. The relationship was based around a communal understanding of the role of community in Soshanguve. The individualized role is not in the tradition of community in black South Africa and is compounded by the lack of literacy of some parents and the fear that parents feel around engaging with pedagogical issues (LCD, 1997) . The project seemed to touch a cord: it got parents and the wider community involved in activities that added value to that community.
In a fragmented, artificial community, such as Soshanguve, the role of the school in bringing the community together can be very powerful (Mnisi and Prew, 2001 ).
Reasons for Low Community Involvement in Some Schools
While most Soshanguve schools reported more contact and higher levels of parental and community involvement in the school during the course of the project (LCD, 1999a (LCD, , 2000 a third of the schools struggled to get community involvement in the school and failed to develop strong community relations. However, this was generally symptomatic of broader problems. The interviews and questionnaires indicated that there were many causes, including concern that opening the school to broader community involvement would take control away from the principal.
In most cases the reason for low levels of community involvement were elucidated. They fell into three categories:
(1) The eight farm schools and small rural schools (poorly resourced schools sited on farms or beyond the township perimeter) indicated that involving parents is a difficult task as the parents work long hours, do not stay near the school and are often poor and illiterate (LCD, 2000) . (2) Some schools in the informal settlements reported that their school population is constantly shifting as children come into the area, often staying with grandparents, prior to integration into the settled urban area (LCD, 2000) . (3) Schools in dispute with their communities, usually over management of funds. Local communities tended to boycott the SGB and involvement in schools where there was a lack of financial transparency by principals. In one school the principal's office was fire bombed by the community in July 2000 as they believed he was stealing school funds:
he refused to open the school finances to scrutiny by staff or even the SGB (LCD, 2000) .
Even with the 'normal' township schools many learners were living with their grandparents. This complicated the issue of parental and community involvement, while also offering an opportunity as many of the grandparents had time, needed income and could be persuaded to help the school.
Functional Schools and Community Involvement
Involvement of the micro-communities in each school in Soshanguve seemed to be closely related to the functionality of the school. Dysfunctional schools were generally closed institutions where community members were not welcome-as all the eleven Soshanguve schools in the project baseline study indicated. Less than half still exhibited this feature three years later (LCD, 1997; Mnisi and Prew, 2001 ). The schools with low levels of community involvement also indicated lower Matric (exit exam) pass rates, low level decision-making, failure to develop inclusive plans, poor security and low levels of internal reflection. As the sample schools became more functional and consequently more confident, their receptivity to community involvement grew. At the same time the community began to provide support and imposed levels of accountability that assisted the schools in moving forward. This is a key dialectical relationship that needs closer study.
Gaining real community involvement in the school is a two way relationship which did not just happen in the more successful schools in Soshanguve-it needed to be planned for and worked on, as one would anticipate from the literature (Schaeffer, 1994) . However, the effort paid serious dividends. The SSDP indicates that community ownership of schools can have positive knockon effects and was essential to the development of functional and effective schools within the context of this township. The study goes further to indicate that the most solid and productive relationships between the school and its community develop where the school allows the community to frame the relationship within the broad context of the school development process (by asking what the school can do for the community and not what the community can do for the school). This is important in that it steers the relationship from a focus on school work and classroom activities towards more social interactions, income generation activities and informal education, such as AIDS education-activities that appear to work to the strengths and needs of community members. In other words, the relationship is being framed to meet the community's understanding of itself, and within its own terms of reference.
The Nexus between School, Community and the Local Economy
Where the relationship between school and community was at its most productive it involved elements of income generation for the community.
This article argues that the nexus between the school, the community and the local economy was important for sustainable school community development in Soshanguve. Through this dynamic relationship schools become service centres for the whole community, and as such involve community members in real decisions, which in fact are often driven by the community. Such involvement is a high order engagement on Shaeffer's (1994) Ladder of Participation.
In manufactured communities such as Soshanguve where people come together not through shared ancestry but through circumstance and political design such team building and community building is probably very important. The schools still ask for money from parents, but now in return for a service, and parents have the right to opt out. The key result, which is apparent, is a community that feels confident in its school, feels it owns the school and wants to be involved. Various indicators of this relationship were mentioned in the evaluation report (Mnisi and Prew, 2001) . With the community excited about its schools and watching the streets, school absenteeism and school-based crime fell and achievement rates rose. As one teacher stated:
Matric results have improved, we have machinery, we have good relations with learners, absenteeism has decreased both from learners and teachers, school management has increased and HoDs can now visit classrooms. (Mnisi and Prew, 2001: 15) And a principal said:
The staff attitudes have changed. We have resources. The SDP has transformed and broadened our thinking and involvement. Parental involvement has increased. (Mnisi and Prew 2001: 17) .
The research indicated that there was a relationship between these various indicators. As we have seen with very few exceptions schools that have strong community relations also have very low levels of school-based crime. This positive relationship between increased community involvement and an improved security situation allowed the school to generate more funds and, in many cases, to use them productively to purchase resources and teaching aids and beautify the school without fear. This makes the school more attractive and so may attract more learners, and more income, creating an upward spiral of achievement and confidence.
Where the community is itself fragmented and in some crisis and the schools are in even deeper crisis and where many parents are semi-literate and feel uncomfortable in a school environment, it seems essential that constructive community development, which creates greater community cohesion, along with economic regeneration, is needed, otherwise it is hard to see how real change and school improvement will become rooted. This could be the main prize in community school relations in a developing country environment.
Conclusion The Emergent SSDP Model of School Development
The model of school development that emerges from analysis of the SSDP data in Soshanguve builds on the emerging model appearing from the South African literature. It particularly reflects a greatly enhanced role for the community and works best where the community defines the relationship and sees that the relationship serves its own interests, particularly in assisting it with income generation. This can be a 'win-win' situation, with the community and school benefiting. The key elements are, that it:
• Foregrounds school functionality rather than effectiveness.
• Involves a number of entry points into the school for the wider community. The entry point must be attractive, comprehensible, involve the community and bring the principal on board from the start.
• The community should be involved in determining the development priorities in the school, supplying voluntary and paid services to the school, helping the school raise and manage funds, and sitting on and running some school committees.
• Mobilizes untapped funds for the schools and the energy of the community in support of the SDP and wider processes in the school through community-based, fund-raising.
• Links the school, community and the local economy in a creative, productive relationship.
• Involves the school gaining more control over its management within the system so allowing the local community, parents, teachers and learners more say in the running of the school.
• Focuses on the school's resourcing, organization, management and governance, rather than staff development, which in the early stages is not seen as a priority.
These changes gave the project a unique profile as it posited school development within the context of the needs of the broader community. Together SE, SI and SD attempt to make schools more efficient and effective and so to improve them. Increasingly, these approaches are being integrated (Hopkins et al., 1994) . However, the three approaches share a common problem, from the point of view of this study: they are educational concepts that have been developed in the West and so are discussed almost exclusively within an individualist reference frame. This fact is glossed over by most of the literature, which starts with implicit assumptions about the implementation context, which in turn impacts on the form of the intervention and therefore of the existential reality of SE, SI and SD.
The SSDP indicated that while these concepts can be used in schools in Soshanguve, they needed to be adapted for the reality of a developing country and a township environment. This means particularly emphasizing the role of the community in moving schools forward, along with the use of a broad-based participation in the development and delivery of the SDP in each school. The overall message is that while in the West schools can develop independently within a capitalist, individualist frame, in a South African township school development comes with broader community alliances and partnerships built on trust and shared interest and benefit. It is only through such partnerships that significant numbers of schools can be robust and resilient enough to improve and negotiate their relationship with the local community to everyone's advantage.
This research indicates that where deep relationships between the school and its community are forged, the knock-on benefits can be huge. These include the mobilization of untapped human and monetary resources in the community for the school, the generation of employment for community members, and a gradual increase in parental and community involvement in the school including involvement in the pedagogical process. The SSDP has given a deeper understanding of school-community relationships in one context. There may be lessons for other contexts that can be drawn from this study.
Notes
1. Link Community Development is a South African and UK based non-government organization which has specialized in modelling responses to educational challenges in a number of African countries, with a particular focus on school and district accountability linked to school and district improvement. 2. This linking of schools involved financial support for the South African schools in return for curriculum materials for the UK school. Exchange of personnel and email
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links were established between schools. Again, this heightened the profile of the project and the excitement surrounding it.
